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THE "FIRST AND GREAT COMMAND- 
MENT" FOR PERMANENT PEACE 

By EDWIN KNOX MITCHELL, D. D. 

The nations and peoples of the earth are yearning 
for peace. But peace is, after all, not the great de- 
sideratum. There is something more fundamental than 
tranquillity. Mere cessation of hostilities would give 
little satisfaction if the future were uncertain. There 
must be no fearful looking forward when this conflict 
is ended. There must be no smoldering fires, no pent- 
up volancoes to burst forth with renewed fury. This 
war was not worth waging if it does not settle some 
mooted questions and clear the whole horizon of clouds 
of doubt and impending disaster. 

Our minds will get clear on this question if we study 
it at short range and bring things close home. What 
is it that establishes peace between man and man, and 
eliminates friction and conflict? What is it that en- 
ables families to live side by side in mutual regard and 
friendship? What is it that gives to a community a 
sense of security and a joy of living? What is it that 
insures to a nation internal tranquillity and secures to 
it the blessings of liberty and general welfare? The 
answer to these questions or to this question (for they 
are one and the same) will help to resolve the great 
problem of the day, viz: What is the sure basis of a 
permanent peace among the nations of the earth ? 

If we ask ourselves what it is that guarantees peace 
between individuals, we at once reply it is the assurance 
that the Golden Rule will be observed. And it is just 
this assurance, this pledge, that enables us to go about 
unafraid, secure in the sense of fraternal treatment and 
kindly consideration. But upon what does this pledge 
rest and who guarantees it? Here lies the crux of the 
whole matter. It raises the entire question of the 
origin of human obligations, of the source of all moral 
responsibilities. Man, let it be said, first of all, is a 
dependent creature. He is neither self-creating nor 
self-sustaining. What has he that he has not received? 
He comes into a world prepared for his habitation. 
He enters into a heritage that has come down to him 
through countless ages, the result of the toil and tears 
of those who have gone before. All that he had, all 
that he is, and all that he can hope to become has de- 
scended to him from the past from the Father of all 
mankind, the Creator and Sustainer of the universe in 
which we dwell, the Giver of every good and gracious 
gift. Whence, then, arises human obligation? 

The answer is simple: Man's obligation springs out 
of his dependent relations as a creature and child of 
God. They descend upon him from above. Man is 
beholden to God who created him after His own divine 
image. Man is therefore obligated to act as God would 
act. And "what doth the Lord require of thee, but to 
do justly, love mercy and walk humbly?" Man's re- 
lations to God are primal. All our duties and morali- 
ties have their sanction in Him, and descend to us from 
above. Our relations to our fellowmen are secondary. 
We are related to them first of all because we are chil- 
dren of a common Father. Man's relation and obliga- 
tion to his fellows and to society are via God. They do 



not spring -up and get their sanction on the lateral 
plane of our humanity. No "social compact" can give 
adequate and final sanction to principles of morality 
or principles of government. Man's rightful relations 
to each other were predetermined and ordained when 
men came into being and human society was origin- 
ally constituted. These primal principles cannot be 
abrogated or amended. They are constituent and es- 
sential. They are God-ordained, divinely sanctioned 
and everlastingly imperative. They are not arbitrary 
edicts of the Creator, but the simple expression of his 
own nature, the radiation of his own life. The right- 
eousness of God, His justice and His mercy have been 
inwrought in humanity as the very law of its life. God 
has made himself one with us, or rather He has made 
us one with Himself. We partake of His life and par- 
ticipate in His Eighteousness, justice, mercy and love. 

God is the Great Commoner, the Great Democrat. 
He shares with His children the richest of His blessings 
and is holden by the same principles and laws that 
govern them. One justice, one righteousness, one holi- 
ness, one mercy, one love is over all, in all and through 
all. The Father of all has stopped at no sacrifice to 
reveal and demonstrate His sympathy and fellowship 
with us in all the forms and phases of our life. God 
was in Christ revealing Himself and reconciling and 
redeeming us by giving His life in sacrifice. God, I 
' say, is the Great Democrat, claiming no immunities and 
no privileges. He lives according to the common law 
of a realm in which we too are called to be citizens and 
invited to share its life. The laws of our humanity are 
therefore the laws of God's divinity and vice versa. For 
there is but one and the same principle of righteous re- 
lationship between moral beings. That principle 
is primal and is inherent in the being of God. It has 
its sanction in Him, and cannot be annulled by any 
man, any community or any nation. The plummet of 
God's righteousness has ever been and will continue to 
be the test of rectitude in all human relations, whether 
communal, national or international. Communities, 
states, nations, the world alone have the promise and 
pledge of God to stand and endure when they are 
erected in accordance with the plumb line of eternal 
truth, justice and righteousness. Human destiny is not 
shaped by the machinations of men, but by the persist- 
ing laws of a universe created and governed in right- 
eousness, mercy and love by an allwise God. 

The principles of morality, the right to life, liberty 
and the pursuit of happiness are generally recognized 
as between man and man. "Thou shalt not steal, thou 
shaft not kill, thou shalt not commit adultery" have 
come ringing down through the centuries and have re- 
ceived the sanction of mankind. The consciousness and 
the conscience of the race endorses them as the primal 
laws of God for man. And communities and states 
seek to enforce them by statutes and ordinances. Fail- 
ure to enforce them would result in anarchy and chaos. 
It would mean the abrogation of the most sacred laws 
of man's being, the essential conditions of his welfare. 
All this is freely recognized in communities and states 
and is inwrought in their laws. The trouble has come 
when these principles are applied to the inter-relation 
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of states and nations. This is particularly true as re- 
gards the sacredness of the life and property of a na- 
tion. Prom of old kings and dynasties have assumed 
the right to conquer and pillage neighboring peoples 
and hold them in subjection. This is of course in di- 
rect violation of the primal laws of humanity. One 
nation has no more right to assassinate another nation 
and take over its accumulated possession than has an 
individual to kill his neighbor and to steal his goods. 

The time has surely come when the right of conquest 
must be renounced. We hang a murderer and we im- 
pound a thief. Shall nations be reckoned immune for 
like crimes? But have not national murder and rob- 
bery been condoned or winked at in days gone by ? Un- 
til the United States renounced the principle in the 
Spanish-American war, the "right of conquest" had 
hardly been seriously disclaimed by any nation with 
the power to impose its will. 

■We are now prepared to state the first condition ot 
peace in the great world conflict, and it applies to all 
belligerents and all neutrals alike. It may be put in a 
single major proposition. Secondary conditions will 
follow as corollaries. 

The nations of the earth must renounce in principle 
the right of conquest. The failure to recognize the 
rights of nations as we recognize the rights of indi- 
viduals is "the cause of all our woes with loss of Eden." 
It was the assumption of the "right of conquest" on 
the part of Germany and Austria that brought on this 
war. And unless this "right" is repudiated and for- 
ever renounced by all nations at the end of this con- 
flict, the future will be even more ominous than the 
past. Of course mere renunciation will not be suf- 
ficient. Guarantees and pledges each to each and each 
to all with an international force adequate to compel 
the keeping of the covenant must be required and es- 
tablished. God has not only set the solitary in families. 
He has gathered the people together into nations and 
set boundaries for their habitations. The family is the 
primal social unit. "Male and female created He 
•them." The tribe and the clan are but the natural ex- 
pansion for social and economic ends, though the fam- 
ily unit remains intact. Nations also arise in response 
and obedience to divine-human laws and take on an en- 
tity that is sacred and inviolable. The physical world 
in which we live, as well as the human nature with 
which we are endowed, destined men to group them- 
selves in nations. The separation of the surface of the 
earth into continents by vast oceans, the breaking up 
of the continents into smaller units by seas and lakes 
and deserts and mountain ranges and great rivers pre- 
determined the grouping of peoples into nations of vary- 
ing size. Then the centuries and millenniums of 
human history have developed races of diverse charac- 
teristics and these are likewise indications and prepara- 
tions that point to separate national existence. 

National entity is both a fact and a divine institu- 
tion. "What God hath joined together, let not man 
put asunder." The right of a people to live its own 
organized and well-ordered life unmolested and un- 
afraid, should be treated as axiomatic. The object of 
such a union and organization is "to establish justice, 



insure domestic tranquillity, provide for the national 
defense, promote the general welfare, and secure the 
blessing of liberty to themselves and their posterity." 
The right of a nation to an ordered, unmolested life 
comports in every way with the constitution of things 
in general and with the highest laws of our humanity. 
Nations are not persons, but they are highly organized 
entities, composed of human beings whose rights and 
aspirations demand recognition. Justice, peace, self- 
defense, general welfare and the blessings of liberty 
are secured only through the national organization of 
the people for the people, and by the people. It is a 
striking historical fact that the peoples of the earth 
have ever clung tenaciously to their territorial domains 
and national heritages. The simple fact is these are a 
part of their very lives. Boundaries have been shifted, 
nations have been disrupted, or amalgamated with ad- 
jacent peoples. But it has usually been at the expense 
of peace and prosperity and time has often reversed 
the* process and punished the aggressor. It took cen- 
turies and millenniums to develop the sense of the 
sanctity of human personality. It has taken still longer 
to develop respect and reverence for national integrity 
and autonomy. But the recognition has at last come to 
multitudes of men, and the fact must now be pro- 
claimed to the whole world and sacredly guaranteed. 

Nations as well as individuals must renounce in prin- 
ciple the "right of conquest," the right to murder and 
pillage. And the time has come to make this the initial 
edict of international law. Who does not see that it is 
essential to the peace of the world? No peace is pos- 
sible or will long endure without it. With it fully 
guaranteed aggression would cease and nations would 
live unmolested and unafraid. 

There are many corollaries which would follow from 
the general renunciation of the "right of conquest." 
Some corollaries would flow naturally out of the settle- 
ment of the present conflict. For example : 

1 — Conquered territory must be restored. 

2 — Fair reparation must be made for damage done 
to conquered peoples. 

3— Equality of treatment of all nations, large and 
small, must be accorded. 

4 — Subject peoples and colonies, with former national 
integrity, must be allowed* to choose their destiny. 

5 — An international force adequate to enforce these 
principles and laws must be established. 

The fourth (4) corollary will perhaps occasion the 
greatest recoil and discussion. But it is essential if 
things are to be settled rightly and peace made perma- 
nent. The process of unravelling the empires of today 
would probably not go so far as might at first be ex- 
pected. Great Britain, for example, could safely grant 
the principle, and could unscramble her egg quite as 
safely as could Germany. As a matter of fact, Great 
Britain has been unscrambling, and for the most part 
holds her colonies only by their free consent. Would 
Prussia be willing to go back beyond the days of Bis- 
marck? Great Britain could unravel or unscramble 
even farther with greater safety. And any other na- 
tion can well afford to put its people to the test. Our 
own country might well prove the loyalty of the Philip- 
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pines, the Hawaiians, the Porto Ricans, the northwest 
territory, California, Texas and Florida. It would be 
pro forma, for none of these, with the possible excep- 
tion of the Philippines, would wish to be severed from 
the Union. 

The thirteen states started as a "nation," and the 
question of disruption is no longer an issue. 

Nations are divinely begotten, born of the womb of 
time. Governments are man-made, though divinely 
sanctioned. Like all man-made articles they are defec- 
tive and tentative and need constant rectification and 
improvement. Old forms wear out and new organs of 
expression of popular will must be developed. But there 
are principles that abide. The right to "life, liberty 
and the pursuit of happiness" is such a principle. And 
this principle is applicable to nations as well as indi- 
viduals. Hence "the right of conquest" must be for- 
ever renounced. 



BRIEF PEACE NOTES. 

Every hour that the German Government continues 
to hesitate to make a frank and unambiguous dec- 
laration to the effect that it wants nothing of Belgium, 
neither "guarantees," treaty connections, money, nor 
land, prolongs the war. This, and in these words, is the 
opinion of the Leipziger Zeitung, the German Socialist 
Minority organ. Writing thus, it recently declared that 
"the old Bethmann formula" that has done for Eussia 
and Rumania, will never do for Belgium. It observes 
that all the Allied press are in unshaken agreement that 
the primary condition of peace is that the wrong done 
Begium shall be made good in so far as that is possible. 

. . . Perhaps a more significant statement was that of 
the Majority Socialist Hermann Wendel, when he repu- 
diated lately in an article in the Frankfurter Volhs- 
stimme the war policy of his party, known as "the 
policy of August 4," since on that day, in 1914, the 
party agreed to support a war of defense alone and de- 
manded a peace friendly to German's neighbors so soon 
as Germany's safety was assured. In the light of Brest- 
Litovsk, he declared, this policy is bankrupt, and each 
war credit voted is "a sour apple" that his party must 
bite into. Meanwhile the party has sought to acquire 
virtue by feverish activity of a harmless nature. "The 
peace resolution of July 19 (1917) is today just worth 
making into a paper snip to be watched floating away 
courageously in the water of the gutter." But "per- 
haps in a country that has developed on such unfor- 
tunate lines politically it is the profound tragedy of 
every opposition party that, after setting its course by 
the immutable stars, it must eventually either renounce 
earthly success, or put its ideals and theories in a glass 
case, and pile up small but visible, modest but im- 
mediate, successes." 

... I will swear, wrote Maximilian Harden in April, 
"that there are dozens of men sitting there in these 
dark war hours who have written and said similar 
things to the words of Lichnowsky in his 'Memoran- 



dum' and in sharper and more bitter words. Many a 
trusted wife must cry out in fear : 'But Heaven knows 
Ernst, Adolph, or Klaus have spoken more desper- 
ately !' " He charges the Prussian Diet with a lack of 
a sense of humor, in giving to Lichnowsky all the power 
of martyrdom in their persecution of him. 

. . . Prof. Samuel N. Harper, professor of Russian in 
the University of Chicago, and expert on Russian af- 
fairs, finds the most discouraging feature of the Russo- 
German peace to be the placid acceptance by the Ger- 
man people of the way in which the German military 
masters mocked the terms of the treaty in their sub- 
sequent invasion of Russia. In his second series of 
copyrighted articles in the Christian Science Monitor, 
he points out that, while the fiasco at Brest-Litovsk 
showed up the aggressive aims of Germany and Austria, 
yet "here one could not find evidence of this distinc- 
tion one has wished to make between rulers and people. 
The people applauded the rulers. . . . The Bolsheviki 
were naive, perhaps even dishonest. But they acted 
on the supposition that the German people really wanted 
a 'fair and honorable' peace." 

. . . That the German people mistrust the Russian 
peace is the conviction of the Italian historian, Gug- 
lielmo Ferrero. They, like all other peoples, long for 
an enduring peace at the end of the war, and they find 
in the Russian variety only the seed of future disorder 
and war in the East. He believes that they can see 
what to others is evident— that a peace that will endure 
must be founded on reason and justice, and not on the 
caprice of those who "treat the peoples of Europe as if 
they were negro tribes in the center of Africa." He be- 
lieves that the masses will not tolerate what has any ap- 
pearance of an inconclusive peace. Nations must be 
ready to sacrifice for the real peace, not only the things 
they might have, but also "old standing and not illegiti- 
mate ambitions and special interests" which stand in the 
way. "If those who did not wish for war cannot bring 
about a real peace, who can ?" 

. . . The present internal composition of Russia is 
shown by recent British analysis to comprise four fairly 
powerful parties beside the Bolshevik. The smallest of 
these is monarchist and counter-revolutionary, and is, 
naturally, violently pro-German. Next in size are the 
Cadet "remnants," whose principal endeavor has always 
been for a Constituent Assembly. The Social Revolu- 
tionaries, who come third in size, are the peasants' party. 
They are unguessably strong potentially and quite as 
uncertain. Last, next in size to the Bolsheviki, are the 
Mensheviki. This party is described as being Bolshevik 
so far as internal policies go, but strongly anti-German 
and anxious to continue the war. 

... In a protest recently handed to the French Con- 
sul-General at Moscow, and subsequently appearing in 
the French press, the Cadet party deplores the Russo- 
German peace, both as a political catastrophe and as a 
moral crime. They declare that the Russian people will 
never ratify such a peace, and assert their unabating an- 
tagonism to Germany and their belief that Russia, when 
she begins to recover from the present crisis, will faith- 



